This paper challenges the common assumption that basic human values remain stable during the lifetime of an individual. The author demonstrates individual value change by studying migrants' values which are prone to change after a move to a new country. Using cross-sectional data, the author estimated the relative impacts of country of birth and country of residence -and values that are common -on individual values of migrants. Values were measured by Schwartz's questionnaire as well as Inglehart's Self-Expression items. Cross-classified multilevel regression models were applied to the sample of migrants, selected from five rounds of the European Social Survey. The results demonstrated the significance of both the country of residence and the country of birth as well as values which are common in these countries. Surprisingly, the impact of the country of residence on migrants' values appeared to be higher than the country of birth. 
INTRODUCTION
Change in basic human values has always been a tricky question since values, by definition, are relatively stable (Rokeach, 1973 , Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004 compared to norms and attitudes, and because values "transcend specific situations" (Schwartz, 1992, p.4) . However, evidence on individual and cultural value change keeps increasing (see Kohn & Schooler, 1982; Inglehart, 1997; Schwartz & Bardi, 1997 , Bardi, Lee, Towfigh, & Soutar, 2009 ). Indeed, basic values are stable given static individual circumstances and a frozen society. But this never happens, for instance, the dominant culture may change during an individual's lifespan. Which would define an individual's values -the society into which one was born or one's current social environment?
Individuals born in a given society have socially determined tendencies to share values that are widely disseminated in that society, their social networks and family. This constitutes individual path dependency, or value inheritance. Most researchers assume the relative stability of basic values after a "formative period" (for a review see Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004) . Alwin and Krosnick (1991) developed the impressionable-years and the ageing-stability hypotheses that support the idea of a formative period, or primacy, which states that values change and develop until early adulthood and they become more and more stable during the rest of a person's lifetime. Inglehart (1997 , Inglehart & Baker, 2000 mentions the economic development of an individual's country and the dominant culture in which an individual was socialized during his/her formative period.
Yet societies can change quite rapidly. Or, in the case of migration, individuals change their socio-cultural environments in an extreme way. These new socio-cultural conditions may affect individuals' values. Thus, inherited values and values transmitted by the society to which migrants move may conflict, changing an individual's values. In the contemporary world where societal and cultural change is increasingly accelerated, and transportation and migration become much easier, an individual must react to these "liquid" conditions (see Bauman, 2000) ; people must be able to change not only their behavior, but their attitudes and perhaps deeper aspects of their personality, such as their values.
Thus, the idea of a formative period clearly contradicts the idea of rapidly changing societies and an emerging need for value adaptation. Our paper investigates whether personal values are attached to an inherited culture or can change significantly during an individual's life, and whether the main effect on values is limited by person's formative years.
A clear difference between an inherited culture and a current cultural environment can be found among migrants. Migrants are the rare case in which these two sources of values are explicit, and hence measureable. This is the reason why we focus our study on migrants. In a recent paper Schiefer (2012) demonstrated in regard to group-related attitudes that "individuals with migration background are less strongly guided by the cultural values of the society in which they live, because they are additionally exposed to cultural values originating from their heritage culture" (p.1). The purpose of our study is to identify the degree to which migrants' values are determined by their country of birth and the country of their current residence, as well as the values in the birth country and country of their residence. Bardi & Goodwin (2011) suggested that people are likely to adapt new values in the ways activated by new social environments and leading to the acceptance of the prevalent values. They also suggested calling this "value adaptation". By value adaptation we mean an individual's values change after moving from one culture to another, and the consequent replacement of the values close to the ones common in their country of birth, with ones common in their country of residence.
The question of migrants' values, attitudinal and behavioral stability during their lifetime is considered mostly within the framework of Berry's theory of acculturation (Berry, 1984 , 1986 , Sam & Berry, 2010 . Acculturation involves a wide range of psychological processes that take place after a person moves to a new country or culture. It includes changes of attitudes, values, identities, acquiring new social skills and norms, changing reference groups and membership, and the emergence of an emotional attachment to the changed environment. Since acculturation is not limited to value change, this approach can be applied to the study of values with some limitations. First, value adaptation does not necessarily mean successful acculturation (Masgoret & Ward, 2006) , but can be viewed as an indicator of successful assimilation.
3 Therefore, a second limitation is that value adaptation can be an indicator of only one type of acculturation, namely assimilation, it is not indicative of the other acculturation types. This does not constrain our study to a certain circle of migrant groups, since it seems to be a mainstream way of acculturation in Europe:
"most nations… tend to have an assimilation ideology, which implies that immigrants are expected to abandon their cultural… distinctiveness and adopt the core values of the host society… this tendency has become stronger after "9/11," particularly in Europe" (Van Oudenhoven, 2006, p.170 ).
3 Assimilation takes place "when individuals do not wish to maintain their cultural identity and seek daily interaction with other cultures" (Berry, 2006, p.35 ) . Its key proposition is that the immigrants, become over time more similar to the native population in norms, values, and behaviors (Gordon, 1964) .
Hypotheses
So far, some key hypotheses can be stated. We distinguish the effects of the country that has many characteristics, and values in a country that are particular features of the country itself.
Variability of individuals' values is our main interest, so our first hypothesis is very general:
H1. Migrants' values depend both on the country of residence and the country of birth.
If this hypothesis turns out to be true, a more specific statement can be proposed; it
considers the values of a country, which is a specific part of the country effect.
H2. Migrants' values depend on values common both in the country of residence and the country of birth.
Based on a general consensus in literature (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991 , Inglehart, 1997 Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004) 
Background and moderating factors
Our hypotheses reflect the relations between the two types of variables involved in the process of acculturation and, as we suggest, in value adaptation (see figure 1) (Szapocznik, 1975 Language must be taken into account when studying acculturation. Migrants' language equivalence to the official language of their country of current residence can have two sources.
This could happen naturally, for instance if a German citizen moves to Austria. Or a person could conform to the dominant culture and change their spoken language. In both cases, when migrants' language matches one of the official languages of their new country, it facilitates the acculturation process and value adaptation particularly.
There are also ethnic barriers, namely, self-identification as a member of an ethnic minority, which can show either a strong connectedness to a migrant's original culture or difficulties in adaptation, or both. It is reasonable to expect that migrants who report themselves as belonging to an ethnic minority are affected by the values of the originating country and experience difficulties in adapting to the values of the country of residence.
Citizenship status in the country of residence can affect rights to live, work and vote.
Citizenship status may have psychological impacts that affect migrants' identities. So, the closer the official status of a migrants is to a full citizenship, the higher the possibility of their smooth adaptation. Obtaining the citizenship makes a migrant feel attached to the country of residence, and weakens their identification with their country of birth. In other words it increases the effect of values in the country of residence and decreases the ones of the country of birth.
It is important to use all available control variables, since migrants are usually very heterogeneous groups. There are large differences between migrant-laborers and international non-manual workers, between migrants to rural places and to urban ones, between Muslim, Eastern Orthodox and the other religious groups of migrants. These variables, as well as all listed above are controlled for when testing our key hypotheses. To test the hypotheses concerning the impact of the country of residence and the country of birth we will first conduct an analysis of variance, which is a standard "empty model step" in a multilevel analysis. Analysis of variance provides a size and relative size of between-country variances for both country of residence and country of birth. Second, hypotheses 2 and 4 will be tested, which concern the effects of values in the country of residence and the country of birth on migrant's individual values. For that we will provide zero-order correlations of country averages, and then will turn to a full cross-classified regression with all the interactions, moderator and control variables included. And in the final section we will check the robustness of our results taking into account the role of the formative period and cross-value connections.
DATA AND METHOD Sample
We used data from five rounds of European Social Survey (ESS) gathered in 2002-2010 (Jowell et al., 2007) , comprising 232,973 respondents in 34 countries. Davidov (2008) identified only tiny changes in values during short periods of time, so it is justifiable to pool them. From this data we constructed a subsample of migrants (N=11220) of maximum possible size, using all five ESS rounds because the number of migrants in single rounds was insufficient. Respondents were chosen using two criteria. First they do not live in the country where they were born; second, they were born in one of the countries included in the ESS, which means we have value scores for both country of birth and country of residence. 
Country level Individual level
Every person who was not born in their current country of residence was considered as migrant, regardless of what age they had come to live there. We did not consider whether migrants spent their "formative years" in birth countries or not. To control for the "formative period" as well as for the fact that family indirectly connects migrants with cultures of birth, we consider the duration of stay in the country of residence and age in our analyses. A special discussion and test of "formative years" effects are presented in our robustness tests.
The output sample includes 43% males, 44% of people occupied with non-manual labor, 42% of respondents live in big cities by respondent's judgment, 11% have status of repatriates.
The sample is unbalanced by age groups as well, 15-30 years -16%, 31-59 years -52%; 60 and over -32%. Generally, such an age structure is typical for migrants (Eurostat, 2011a, p. 29) .
Some groups of migrants are over-or under-represented in the sample, which is a result of migration trends and divisions between of immigrant versus emigrant countries (see (Inglehart, Baker, 2000 , Inglehart & Welzel, 2005 . This cultural dimension makes a strong link with the economic and democratic development of countries all over the world (Inglehart, 1997) . The main source of the level of Self-Expression at the individual level has been argued to be a product of culture and socio-economic conditions and to be established during the formative period of an individual's life. To the best of our knowledge there is no evidence considering the sustainability of an individual's Self-Expression after the formative years and whether the level of Self-Expression can change in new cultural and economic conditions during an individual's lifetime. The framework of our analysis enables the testing of individual value change in new social environments.
Self-Expression was measured with 5 ESS items that are very close to the original World
Values Survey items. Most ESS items replicate the original ones with minor differences, specifically, interpersonal trust was measured by the 11-point Likert scale instead of a dichotomous forced-choice question, participation in signing petitions was measured by behavioral question ("signed last 12 months") instead of behavior-attitudinal ("have done" or "might do" versus "would never do"), subjective happiness was measured by the 11-point scale,
instead of the 4-point original version; the justification of homosexuality question had slightly different wording, but used the same 11-point agreement scale. The major difference was the Postmaterialism index, which was substituted with one item, namely "Government should reduce differences in income levels". Original items versus the ones used in the current study are listed in the Appendix 2. Inglehart and Welzel (2005) used the principal component analysis to construct a value index of Self-Expression, as well as another value dimension. Since we were interested only in Self-Expression, a summative index was composed. For this, the items described above were z-standardized and summated. The output index of Self-Expression correlates with the original one with 0.95 at the country level across European countries (N=30).
In summary we consider Conservation, Openness to Change, Self-Enhancement and SelfTranscendence values, and Self-Expression cultural syndrome as the variables of our interest.
Cross-classified multilevel regressions
Since our hypotheses consider independent variables belonging to the group level variable on each level is demonstrated (Fielding, Goldstein, 2006) .
There are few studies employing CCMR in a similar context. Zaccarin and Rivellini (2002) by means of CCMR found that regardless of a model specification, a woman's place of residence is a more important factor for predicting fertility than the place where these women spent their formative period. These authors took into account a woman's origin, but missed substantial characteristics such as the average fertility rate in a place of their origin. A similar approach was used by Luttmer & Singhal (2008) , although they employed OLS-regressions instead of CCMR. These authors were interested in the sustainability of redistribution attitudes among intra-European migrants, and based their analysis on ESS data. In their analyses, Luttmer & Singhal took into account a migrant's country of birth and redistribution attitudes common in this country, but the country of residence was included just as a matter of fact, without any details. Dronkers & de Heus (2012) in their multilevel study of academic achievements of migrant adolescents used substantive characteristics of both country of residence and country of origin. We find their approach to be the most constructive, since it does not assume the prevalence of impact of the country of residence or of the country of origin and tests it directly using both mere indication of countries and their substantial characteristics.
So, in order to evaluate the relative impact on migrants' values from their country of residence and their country of birth, as well as from values in these countries, we employed cross-classified multilevel regression, based on the fact that each migrant is nested in both the country of birth and the country of residence. Dependent variables in all the regression models are the individual-level migrants' values. Country averages of value indices reflect not only cultural differences but the age and educational composition of a country's population. In order to get scores that demonstrate cultural and not structural differences between societies, we filtered out natives, i.e. persons who were born and still live in the same country, and computed regression coefficients for dummy variables of countries controlling for age, education and domicile, in which dependent variables
Country-level predictors
were individual values of Conservation, Openness, Self-Transcendence, Self-Enhancement and 
Individual-level predictors
Several moderator variables that can influence effects of key variables were included in the models. Duration of stay in a country of residence was measured by five categories: less than The following variables were included in the model as controls: education measured in years of full time education, type of migrant's occupation -whether it is manual or non-manual (codes 1, 2 and 3 from International Standard Classification of Occupations), settlement type, as well as gender, age and religion (only large religious groups represented among European migrants were included as dummies, and the reference group is lack of identification with any religion).
RESULTS

Analysis of variance -impact of countries
Our first hypothesis concerns the general impact of the country of residence and the country of birth on migrants' values. To test it we employ an empty model which is analogous to analysis of variance. In a multilevel analysis it also serves as a benchmark for models with predictors. This model demonstrates the amount of variance explained by the country of residence and the country of birth. The empty model decomposes the variance of the dependent variable into three components, two group-level parts, i.e. those explained by the country of residence and the country of birth (grouping variables), and residual individual-level variance.
The estimation of variance of the country of birth is made on the control of the country of residence and vice versa, so this model addresses our intention to distinguish these two factors.
The share of variance explained by each of the grouping variables is also called the Intra-Class Correlation (ICC). Table 2 lists the ICCs for the country of residence and the country of birth. All variances are significantly different from zero, which shows that both the country of residence and the country of birth are significant factors in predicting migrants' values. Thus, it supports hypothesis 1.
At the same time, it is clear that the variance explained by the country of residence is generally higher than the one explained by the country of birth. In other words, the values of migrants are more dispersed between the countries of residence, than between the countries of birth, hence a more powerful factor, explaining migrants' values is the country of residence, and less powerful explanatory factor is the country of birth. All the differences between the first and second columns of table 2 are statistically significant for all values listed except SelfEnhancement. This contradicts Hypothesis 3 which states that the country of birth is more important than the country of residence. The differences are quite large for Openness and Conservation values and Self-Expression (more than 10%), and quite low for Self-Enhancement and Self-Transcendence values. The latter is due to a lack of country level variance of SelfEnhancement and Self-Transcendence values: 7% at sum for Self-Enhancement and 8% for SelfTranscendence. The use of a multilevel model is considered to be reasonable if the share of variance explained by variables at the country level is equal to or greater than 7% (Meulemann, 2010) .
Since there are two grouping variables, this criterion could be applied to the sum of shares of variances explained by them, or each grouping variable could be regarded separately. In case this criterion is applied to each grouping variable separately, the use of the country of birth turns out to be problematic. Since the main interest of this paper is to explore the simultaneous impacts of the country of residence and the country of birth in a single model, we apply the criterion to the summed share of explained variances and this criterion fits well. Additionally, a multilevel analysis is reasonable because all the variances explained by each grouping variable are significantly different from zero, thus, there is something to be explained by country-level variables.
Country-level correlations
Now we turn to testing more specific issues. It was hypothesized that migrants' values are 
Full model -impacts of values in countries of birth and residence
There are five cross-classified multilevel regression models, one for each of the four values and for Self-Expression as dependent variables. Independent variables are listed in the Data and Method section.
The quality of the models is measured as a share of variance estimated in empty models that was explained by entered variables (also called R 2 ). Since there are three components of variance, every model has three parameters of quality, assigned to the individual level, and the two country-level classifications. The regression coefficients for country-level and individual level predictors for five regression models are in Table 5 . To avoid sample composition bias, the significance of the regression coefficients was bootstrapped, which adjusts the standard errors by resampling and controlling for outliers. Interactions between values in the country of residence and the country of birth are significant only in models predicting Openness, Conservation and Self-Expression, and have different signs. Taking into account that effects of values in the country of birth and in the country of residence are positive, negative interaction between them implies that among respondents who were born in countries with higher Openness, the effect of Openness in the country of residence is lower (or even insignificant) than for those respondents who were born in countries of low Openness. Similarly, positive interaction implies that adaptation to the new levels of Conservation is easier for those who were born in countries with low value of Conservation. The same is true for Self-Expression, country-level interaction is highly significant and positive, that is the migrants from countries with high Self-Expression levels are more prone to adapt even higher levels of Self-Expression in their countries of residence. It is worth mentioning that country-level interactions are not significant for Self-Enhancement and
Country-level predictors
Self-Transcendence values. It implies that the effect of values in the country of residence is
independent of the country of birth for the two latter values, which implies the effect of values in the country of residence is equal for those who were born in countries with higher and lower levels of Self-Enhancement or Self-Transcendence. Individual-level predictors Now we briefly describe effects of moderator variables.
Openness to change
Conservation
SelfTranscendence
SelfEnhancement
SelfExpression
COUNTRY LEVEL
The duration of stay in the country of residence is not as an important factor of value adaptation as was expected -none of the regression coefficients is significant.
Interactions between duration of stay in a country of residence and respondent's age are mostly insignificant, so the effects of the number of years spent in a host country on migrant values are similar across different age groups. Only a few coefficients in the models predicting Conservation, Self-Transcendence and Self-Enhancement values are significant. They imply that in the older groups of migrants the effect of time spent in the country of residence on SelfEnhancement values is higher and on Self-Transcendence and Conservation values this effect is lower.
Citizenship is a formal indicator of adaptation, so it increases importance of SelfExpression values and has no significant effect in all the other models. Migrants' identification with an ethnic minority is a symptom of an acculturation strategy different from assimilation. It affects values of Self-Enhancement positively, which may be interpreted as these migrants' intention to keep to their own culture. Another interpretation assumes a fail to integrate into a new society and the consequent deprivation of basic needs which leads to the higher importance of "deficit" value Self-Enhancement.
As for control variables, they generally replicate the tendencies described by Inglehart 
ROBUSTNESS TESTS Formative period hypothesis
One of the critical points of the results described above is a notion of migrant, as a person The sample size of the group of respondents who spent their formative years in their country of birth is 563 respondents, so the complex multilevel model could not be applied and complete replication of analysis is impossible. Therefore, we employ classical analysis of variance and OLS-regressions and shrank the list of predictors to the most relevant ones (see footnote to Table 6 ). This is a counterintuitive result, though it seems to be correct, since the coefficients of values in the country of residence are significant in all the models. 8 Thus, the impact of values in the country of residence is higher than the impact of values in the country of birth even in the subsample consisting of the people who spent their formative years in their country of birth. This result is might be due to the small sample and a consequent reduction of the dependent variable between-country variances which are very low even in the total sample (see Table 2 ). Similarly, the effects of the country of residence are stronger than the effects of the country of birth on individual values for Conservation and Openness to change values, as well as for Self-Expression. Although for the Self-Transcendence and Self-Enhancement values there is no significant differences, the effects of the country of residence tend to be higher than the effects of the country of birth. Probably, the significance was lacking due to the small variance of these values across both countries of birth and country of residence.
Cross-level and cross-value effects
In the larger context, these findings might show that migrants' networks, being influenced by receiving societies, fail in reproducing values of their home country. It fits the ideas of Sam & Berry (2007) who state that acculturation is a process of change which results not in a reproduction of either originating or receiving culture, but in something new and unique.
Beside these general points there are some important conclusions which were not hypothesized but are of some interest to the subject. These conclusions concern the differences between various values.
The country of residence has a higher impact on Openness and Conservation values than own conservation values might be a more difficult task for different socio-demographic groups.
For instance, it is reasonable to hypothesize that older, more religious and less educated migrants might be less successful in adapting new levels Openness and Conservation.
And finally, we have not hypothesized specific behavior of Self-Expression, but we found that Self-Expression showed strong links to both country of birth and country of residence as well as with corresponding values spread in these countries. Just like basic values, SelfExpression is to a greater degree predicted by the country of residence and by the level of SelfExpression in this country than by the country of birth and level of Self-Expression there.
Additionally, there is a significant dependence of migrant Self-Expression on Openness to change values in their country of birth. A specific feature of Self-Expression are the effects coming from country level (both from the country of birth and the country of residence), as well as from individual-level variables. That is, Self-Expression is better explained by characteristics which are acquired during a lifetime, such as a new country and the level of values there, a number of moderating variables, and education, occupation and so on. It shows that SelfExpression as an attitude-based measure is more fluid than values, and Self-Expression is generally more likely to change when migration takes place. Highly significant interactions between commitments to Self-Expression in the country of birth and in the country of residence imply that the higher the spread of Self-Expression in the country of birth the stronger a migrant's capacity to adapt a new level of Self-Expression common in the country of residence.
In other words, the level of Self-Expression among migrants from countries with higher levels of this syndrome is more likely to increase. It indicates, that Self-Expression does not have a "ceiling effect", that is, it keeps changing until a circumstances allows it.
LIMITATIONS
Intra-European migrants are mostly voluntary moved groups of people and this might be a problem since it means the migrants might have chosen their country of residence based on their values, therefore the country of residence might not be considered a definitely independent variable. However, over 90% of our sample are migrants who moved to a new country before they turn 15. Therefore, this was not their own decision but in most cases their family's decision.
Migrants' family as the most important socialization agent is not a perfect transmitter of national cultural values, since families may share very specific values, which caused them to immigrate, they may be more active than the most of their country's population. The status as migrant is one of the important determinants of values (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004) . Through their parents all these characteristics are applicable to the respondents too, but only to some degree. We cannot check these characteristics of migrants' families, so we assumed that they connected the respondents with their culture of birth, and this assumption seems quite acceptable, since we found the effects of the country of birth significant for their values. But it might be problematic to extrapolate these results to non-migrant populations, for example, for cohort analysis, since migrants are still very a specific group.
Since the majority of the sample got their early socialization partly in the country of their residence, it might make our basic assumption of migrants as people simultaneously belonging to the two cultures too strong. However, many researchers have pointed out the effects of such powerful agents of socialization like family, socio-cultural micro-environment and national media which influence an individual's values even if an individual currently lives abroad.
Taking this fact into account, our approach is quite correct, with a note on the very straightforward use of the term "migrant" -those who moved from one country to another regardless their age. Prevalence in the sample of the respondents who socialized partly in the country of their residence could also be responsible for the higher impact of country of residence on migrants' values. However, this is contradicted by the analysis of a subsample of those socialized in their country of birth, in which the country of residence is still the more important predictor. In general, this paper clarifies the impact on basic values from originating culture, which was indirectly measured with country of birth and values in this country.
The large effects of the country of residence might be partly determined by the survey procedure, particularly, the language of the questionnaire. In most cases, both natives and migrants were interviewed in the same language, whereas migrants' peers in their country of birth were interviewed in a different language. This could artificially consolidate respondents by their country of residence. However, in some cases linguistic minorities were interviewed in their native language, for example, Russian-speaking respondents in Israel and Estonia.
Another important limitation is the sample including only intra-European migrants. It may be problematic to extrapolate our results to migrants to or from different parts of the world. It might be that in countries with less effort to socialize migrants, the country of birth will comprehensively predict values of migrants, i.e. contrary to our results. Testing the eligibility of these conclusions around the world might be a good area for future research. In other words, migrants' values are exposed to the effects of the current socio-cultural environment to a higher degree than to the values of the culture of their birth.
CONCLUSION
We disprove the idea that such results might be partly determined by limitations of our sample which consists mainly of migrants who spend part of their formative period and were socialized in their country of residence. We tested these findings on a subsample of migrants who spend all their formative years in their country of birth; the results demonstrated that key conclusions about the effects of the country of residence and the country of birth (and values there) stay the same.
The country of residence effect on all the values studied support the idea that basic values are subject to change over longer periods of an individual life and not only through one's formative years and, they depend on the changing socio-cultural environment. Although we cannot be too careful in applying these findings to non-migrant populations they might be considered as evidence of lifelong value socialization and value adaptation in the rapidly changing social environment of contemporary societies. Any opinions or claims contained in this Working Paper do not necessarily reflect the views of HSE.
